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INTRODUCTION

fl

This report describes the attitudinal respphses of students, site
q

Coordinatort, and' college faculty-tonsultants to the various learning'

activities,9the delivery system, and the equipment associated with a

course entitled, Diagnostic and Prescriptive Reading Instruction during the

summer of 1974. The course was produced Wthe Appalachian Education

Satellite Protect for television broa4cast via satellite to sites in,pe

Appalachian region.

The Appalachian Education Satellite Project (AESP) began in

June, '1973, with a grant from the National Institute of Education

to the Appalachian Re!jional'Commission (ARC). The purpose of the Aject

-0_
was to demonstrate the feasibility of coftdUCting graduate level courses

for teachers usin9.sophistipatedjatioi1al Aeronautics and Space Admin-

istration (NAW tommunications satellites. The four Oevelopcd

for the projebt were in the areas ofkareer education and reading
k_ .

.

instraon. ,/ All softwarg for the courses was developed at the Res(urce

. .
//-'

Coordinating Center (Rd) located on the campus of the. University of
0

Kentucky in Lexington? Kentucky.

'A total of four courses, two in reading-and two in career

education wercionducted via satellite between June, 1974-and June, 1.975.

The course participar is consisted of approximately 1200 teachers (300 per

course) gathered classroom sites at,15 different locations in the
u6,,

us

Appalachian region. The sites mer.s_located,in,ei,ght*ffetent'S-Cates4



from Alabama to New York, and were grouped intO sets of three: a main

"site and two ancillary sites, Main sites were able to receive audio and

/

7

video signals transmitted from pie RCC via the ATS-6 'satellite and could

-

receive and send voice

/

or teletype signals,to or from the RCC and other
.

main-sites via the ATS-3 satel)ite.v.:Ancillary sites could receive.audio

/
and video signals transitted from the RCC via ATS-6 and were in telephone

.communication with the associated main site., Ancillary sites could not

receive or transmit via ATS,3. All sites were equipped with a color

television monitor and had adequate seating for 20 students. The location

of each siteand the.broadcast "footprint" ofAhe satellite are shown irtr- .

4

Figure 1.
0

The
1

Monitoring of.classroom'sites and many other project related

tasks conlucted,at the local leVel were the responsibility of project staff

members, called site coordinators, employed at participating Regional

Ae

Education Service Agencies (RESAs) affiliated with the ApWachian'Regional

Commission (ARC). A full description of the duties off the site coordinator

can be found in AESP Technical Report #2,(Ausness and Bowling, 1974).

The Diagnostic nd Prescriptive Reading.Instructl.on (DPRI) course

for K-3 teachers was conducted uusing the two NASA satellites during the

summer of 1974. The course was de3i0ed so that high quality instruction

and the opportunity for.studeilt interaction-with content experts was

possible, though it was-flot necessary for an expert in reading n,struction

to be onsite during'class meetings. The course consisted of twelve .

. thirty-minute., (color) videotaped-lessons,-twelve associated audib'review

4 segments' (one for each videotaped lesson); la,tporatory activities and
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o ,

Wated readinT"materials; unit tests and:three,forty-five minute

interactive ,(color).geminar prograrq. - - ,
.

The DPRI,course was de441Oped by Dr% toWell Eberwein, Associate
N .

'41 '

.A

Professor of CurriculUm and InstrUCtion at the University of KentLick;, e
%. . ,.

. c .

and Paul LeVeque-&,.a.Producir-Director at 4ThAYersi_ty of'KentuckY°Televisioh,,
)tf

.., ,

, in cooperation with many other professionals on the AESP staff. The
..,

.

.purpose of the course was to teacheducatorS to, recognize and asses
4 .

,

reading deficigncies, to ,Use diagnostic-prescriptive-Ahformatfon systems,
, , /

4
tocapply alarge number of, reading-improVement,techniqueS-, and to conact

individuali4ed and.gropp.fistrUction,i The course was designed to.focUs
1 I

on the needs of ,Appalachidp teachers, and considerable use was made of

regional filming in illustrating points made in the lectOre. Every

effort was made, within the time frame of the.production schedule,,to

involve -teachers, administrators and other schopl personnel, as well as

cooperating faculty at various universities and colleges in the Appalachian-
. - .,t .- .

region, in,the planning and development of the 'course. The goal was to

...

;make the course particularly responsive to the needs and interests of

teachers in the region. Gi-aduate credit was available to the course

participants dt the University of Kentucky d at a number of co- dperating

universities in the 'legion. ,

An Outline for the DPRI course is included in.Appendix A, IteRA.

The twelve thirty- minute videotaped lessons can be described as studio.,

based lecture, presentations.,by the'coursg instruCtor supported' by filmed

f 4

materials which include teacher-student inteitactions and interviews, with

the teachers On.,,howhe/she teaches the skill ipustrated on film...,

,

,r, 1

"4, `v.
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Eachofthe,twelve pretaped audio review segments consisted of

fourdr five multiple choice questionl, with four alternative answers Tor

each question. The procedure employed'in the use of the audio'review was

as follows: the student listened to a question,and the alternative
_

answers aver the headsets and selected, the alternative, either A; B, C

or D, which he-or she believed to be the'correct response to the'question
t 4

. ,.

pbsed; then the, student selected the'audiwtrack, or channel, which

correSponded to ,the Selected respone, where. an explanation of the
4

4 .

correctness or 4ncOrrectnets.of the Answer was given. TheiqueStidnS were

, selected to reinforce apd expand upon the material presented in,the
4

videbtaped lecture. Because there were four tracks and the series of
,6

'?questio'n's was ,presented in rigid serial ord'r, the activity was Similar

to programmed instruction in that branching Within questions was possible;

however, branching between questions Was not possible. The special

uipment necessary for the folir channel audio review, including the

'-r.esponse selectors and the electronic equipment used fOr

automatically recording answers, is described in AESP TechnicalReport #5

(Bramble, Autnessi and Freeman, 1975).

The iive, interactive seminars were "structured in the following

way. The course instructor served as moderator for a panel of one-to

three professionals who were experts in the focus area for that Particular

seminar.
1

Questions about tlfe subject matter of the course were trans-

mitted from the main classroom sites to the Lexington, Kentucky studio."

via teletype transmission using ATS-3. Thus, a typed copy of the
tr

qbeStions was immediately available. Questions from ancillary sites



6'

were teletyped via telephone lines to the associated main site and
.

were then transmitted to Lexington. To minimize redundancy questions-

N
were screened. in the studio and passed to the panel moderator to be

posedto the seminar.guestt. Each question was identified by Site as it

was read over t air. In two cases pretaped segments were shown .at the

, beginning of the seminar to better define and illustrate a particUlar*
.,

area of focus in'that seminar, .

.
c-- , ,- .

For each -claSs SesOon,-laboratory activities were conducted after
- .

',.completioh orthe' ,television:,and'aildio review activities. Each laboratpi'V
,44

,sestion was intended as a Practicum, deSigned to expand upon,principleS

and concepts introduced in the:preceeding activities- Readings, game

a

activities,-and discussion groups were6promirient techniques used during

,
-

-these sessions. ThelabOratory activities Also provided instruction in
. .

the use of the Various information systems made available to course

participant's at each of.rhe 15 classroom' sites. Appendix A; Itemli

contains a summary o1E the laboratory activities conducted for each class '

session.

The overriding project objective of 'delivering the course via .

satellite was achieved with minor exceptiorit. Originally, there were to

be- four seminar broadcasts. However, due-to problems with the,satellite

uplink it was not possible to'broqdcast both videotapes and the live
f-

seminars on July 1g. Althoughl the videotaped presentation scheduled for

that day was broadcast on a postponed basis, if was not possible to re-
,/

schedule the seminar guests; therefore the seminar was cancelled. There

were.a few equipment malfunctions at the classroom sites whiCIT precluded
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the viewing of.some programs at several sites However, videotapes and

other materials were made availablet6 students at thev-sites to make

up the class activities missed.

The major equipment problem was associated with the audio review

equipment, in that...theequipment was delivered late. In fact, the equip-

ment was available to students for only the Tatter half of the programs,
.

During the first portion of the courqe-, printed scripts of the audib
.

. ,

review were substituted so that participants.cduld complete the audio

reyew segments. However, haying preiiouslx relied on the audio reviewsA .
in print, even when the equipment Was .operational, many students preferred

having the scripts in front of them while completing the'four-'channel

audio review. Therefore, it shOuld be nQted that the printed scripts.were

substituted for the majority of the prOgrams in completing the audio

review. The transmission; reception, and general equipment wetessesand

failures are detailed-in AESP-Technical, Report #5 (Bramble, Ausness and

Freeman, 1975).

This report discusses the attitudinal reactions of the course

participants to the several instructional activities that made dp'the

DPRI course. The perceptions of the site coordinatorsand consulting

faculty in regard'to'the effectiveness of the instructional techniques

are also discussed. As a result of these discusiions, recommetpdations

for improvement of instructional techniqueg will, be made.
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objects,

Data were collActdd fromhAree groups: 1) course participants,

2) site coordinators., and 3) consulting faculty members.. AAbrief,

description of tife charlacteristics of each.of these groups is presented

below.

Description of Course Participants
7

There were 293 participants enrolled in the DPRI 'course, 275 of

P whom completed the course. ThenuMbers of participants at

enrolled and whd completed the course are presented in Table 1. .

The Confidential Background Questionnaire (CBQ) was completed
4

by each course participant (a copy of'this instrument may be found in

AESI? Technical Report.#4 Bramble, et al, 1974, pp, 85)% Participant

characteristics, as inferred from the CBQ, are discUssed in AESP Technical

Report #8 (Bramble, Marion, and Ausness, 1975). To ,summartze the

characteristics of the participants, it may be slid that they were female,

elementary teachers, in their middle thirties,.who lived in rural areas,

They had an average of nine years general teaching experience and seven

ach site who

fl

years experience in the teaching of reading. All of the participants

held a baccalaureate degree and one-thir'd.o them were working on a

master's degree. Most of them had taken undergraduate courses in reading.

However, almostalmost half had not previously taken any graduate level courses

in. reading.

a 8
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Description of Site Coordinators

I The'site coordinator's d ties consisted of n'organizing the

classroom activities of the studets, 2) monitoring the laborafory

Sessions, and 3) coordinating theAaily evaluation activities. The site

coordinators also acted as a -liaiSon between the'students and the RCC.

A ful1,description of the duties cf the site coordinator can be found in

AESP Technical Report #2 (Ausness land RoWling, 1974). Descripiive

:characteristics of the site coordinators are summarized in Table 2.
,IF

Description of Consulting Faculty, Nembers

The duties Of the consulting faculty members consisted of

1) acting as a liaison between the RCC and cOoperting universities,
. -

,2) consulting on program content, $) acting as a consultant for RESAT

personnel and course participants, and 4) Obsarving and evaluating the

:instructional programs. Each triangle_had the services of one consulting

faculty member, making a total of five for the DPRI course. The five

consulting faculty members were all highly qualified to ,successfully

funttion in their roles as consultants and commentators for the DPRI

course. They each held a doctorate with &concentration in the field'

of elementary reading; they each held rank of either associate or full

professor in their,respective colleges; and their experience in the

teaching of reading varied from five to 18 years. The universities

they represented and the sites they observed are listed below:

Dr. Ruby Nell Cummings Alabama A and M University,
Huntsville, Ala.

Dr. Les Van Giner - Appalachian State University,
Boone, N.C.



TABLE 2

DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF SITE COORDINATORS
(N = 15)

1. Sex:, Male

2.

Female

I
'CT

I
Highest Degree Completed: Baccalaureate 5

Master's" 9/Doctorate 1

.

Site Coor inators with Frequency

Work E erience in:

Median Years_ 0
Experience

Elementary teaching
Junior high teaching

10

9
4

4.5

3.0

Undergraduate college teaching. 6 4.0

Graduate college teaching . 5 2.5

Elementary school principal 0 0

Junior highTrincipal 1.0

Senior,high principal 01 570

Cdunseldor 4 ? 7.0

. 'Courses Taken in Reading
Instruction

Undergraduate
Graduate

5. Experience in-Teaching
Reading

Freqrncy Median CourtZs
'Taken

7 1

7 2

Frequency Median Years

7

1°2
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1

Dr. John Taylor \ East Tennessee State University,
LaFollette, JohnsoniCity, Tenn. ../

Dr. Burl Breedlove - \West Virginia UOversityA
Keyser, W.Va., McHeilry, Cumberland, Md.

N.

Dr. John E. C9nnelly State University College of New York,
Fredooia, N.Y.

A full descrption-of the duties of the Con ulting Faculty can

be found.in AESP Technical Report #2 (Ausness and B wling, 1974).

4
Procedu1

res and Instrumentation

. ,

tack class 4ay,began at 8:30 am EDT and end ..d at-3:30 jam EDT,

with an hour provided for . The pariicipants ttended class seven:.

times and they viewed two yrogrIms and performed as ociated audio

review and laboratory activities on most class- days pn'a typNcal-claSsI

day the first activity consiSted.d. Watching one vi program and

toleting the assotiate&audio review. Then partic' pants viewed the

second video program and completed its associated au io review. After

lunch thelaboratory activities*asoci.ated with each if the progr3Ms were

Completed. "Table 3 presents a schedule of when acti

taken. Seminars were shown before the videotaped pr

only one videotaped program was scheduled; when two

ities were under-.

gram on days when

idpotaped programs

were scheduled the seminar was shown priOr to the laboratory activities.
1

Evaluation procedures concerning attitudes tcfrard the DPRI codke

focused on the four major instructional activities used In the course:

the video lecture; four-channel audio review; the live, interactive

Seminars;land laboratory activities, including information systems.
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TABLE 3

PREPLANNEO SCHEDULE OF.LEAMING ACTIVITIES FOR DPRI COURSE

Session

-4_

Date

--.

Video'Program

Y

,
Audio Revieti. Seminar

Laboratory ,

4ktivity

1

2

3

4

5

July,11:

July 18

July 25

Aug 1 _--./

Aug 8

Aug 15

Aug 22

.N4
1, 2

----:------

3, 4*

5

(6, 7

8, 9:

.10, 11

12

. , 1, 2

3, 4

5,) ..

lt, 6, 7'

. 8, 9

..-- . -
.., 10,;l1

-

12 -4
4-4

1,

3,

5'

.6,

10,

12

2.

4

7

9

11

*

*PrograMs Yand 4 wei^e broadcast on July.25 due tiz technical problems
that prevented their being broadcast on July 18

T

**Seminar 1 was canceled.

Table 4 lists the instruments used for.this report and gives a

synopsis of the information contained in.:them. -For more complete

information concerning the evaluation instruments, the reader is re-

ferred to AESP Technical Report #4 (Bramble; et al, 1974).

The main'instrument used to measure attitudes concerning the

televised lectures was the Televised Lectde Questionnaire CrLQ). This

instrument was administered to the students at the end of every televised

lecture. The TLQ consisted of 27 five-spoint, Likert scale items

concerning,the quality of the televised lectures.
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The predominant instrument used to mea'sure attitudes toward the

four-channel audio review was the User FoUr-Channel Audio Questionnaire

(UFCA)- This instrument was administered to 0esiudents at the end of.

.every four-channel audio review session. The UFCA consisted of 17 five-

point:Jeikert scale items rating the sound, timing, mechanics, and

content of the four-channel audio review.

Pie major instrument used to Inrasure attitudes concerning the live

seminars was the Seminar Questionhaire (SQ). This instrument was

administered toihe istud is at the end of eaCh,semtOar. The SQ:co sister

of 21 five-point, Likert scale items concerning the'quality of the live-

seminar presentatiOn.

The Laboratory Activities Questionnaire (LAQ) Wt,s administered.'

to the students at the completion of each laboratory session. The Lo

consisted-of 22 five-point, Likert scale items.

Student attitudes'concerning the Information Systems were

gathered on the Information System User Satisfaction. Questionnaire

(ISUSQ).i The ISUSQ consisted of 25 five-point, Likert scale items,

half of'which ere_concerned with the Tzexas Computer Retrieval System

and the other half with the Select-Ed Informalion SyAem.

For all Of the instruments used, the five-point Likert scale

was arranged as follows:

Rate the statement as 5 if you strongly agree

4 if you moderately agree

3 if you feel neutral

26 if you moderately disagree

1 if you strongly disagree
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Each IN the five instruments (TLQ, UFCA, SQ, LAQ,and ISUSQ) was

factor analyzed, and, several different factor soluttOns were obtained for

each instrument. For the factoS analysis R2s were inserted on the diag-

onals of Ithe correlation matrices. Factors with eigenvalues greater

than 1..00 were retained and subjected to VARINiAX rotation. From. the

final rotated factor loadings, items were selected to measure,thp scales'

defined by each of the factors. _Item generally were retained for

cr.measurement of the factor on which they loaded most heavily (± .30 Was

the cut off point for inclusion on a factor). Where anibiguities occurred,

based on varying fact6r solutions, items were assigned to factors .based.

on the semantic content of the item. For each instrument thenames of

the factors and the items included in the factor are presented in

Table 5. For each prgram, factor means were computed by averaging

across the item means that composed the factor. For each instrument

the results are discussed in terms of factor Means, and item means

for eadh instrument are presented in.Appendix B forthose who want a

more detailed picture of participant reactions.

Information concerning each course activity was gathered from

the participants on the Instructor Feedback Questionnaire (IFQ). This

ri
instrument was administered after the.completion of each third of the

.
course (on Ju]y 25, August 8; and Augusta 22, 1974)An order to measure

participant. attitudes toward the majOr learning activities. The IFQ

consisted of 9 five-point, Likeri scale.items with space Provided after

each question'for written comments. For the ratings, the participants

were asked tp make their standard of reference an average, graduate

education course and to follow the following guidelines:
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,

Rate h statement'as 5 outstanding

4 good

3 average ".

poor,

,

1 unacceptabl6

C

The Observation Log (OL) provided the site coordinators with the

opportunity to write comments concerning the day's actiities, as well

as rate various aspects of the DPRI course. The rating data were

incomplete and are not reported. However. the written comments from the

OL:are presented.

An overall evaluation of each of the four zain instructional

activities, the unit tests and the evaluation forms, was obtained'at the

conclusion of the .course from the site coordinators and consulting

faculty on the Summative R t Form (SR). This'instrument provided thril

the opportunity, primarily through the writing of comment, to give(a

summary of what they considered to be the disti4Wve .features of the.

DPRI course. 4t also allowed them tho, opportunity to make recommendations

for course revision.

-For each of the four main instructional activities,'a selection
.

of the written:comments are-4ncluded. ,In each case the'coMments were

. . /
selected accordjng to the folloWing criteria: 1) inclu4de n'gative and

positive,,e0WMts in proportion to the total distribution. of comments

received, and .2) 'insurethat'all major complaints are included.



RESULTS

This section contains a summarization of the data obtained from

the rating instruments. Data are presented for each of the, major

activities rated: pretaped video lecture, four-channel audio review,

laboratory activities, and live seminars. Participant, site coordinator,

and cooperating faculty reactions to the evaluation procedures and rating

scales, are also discussed. In the Method.section it was explained that for

the TLQ,'UFCA, SQ, LAQ, and ISM a rating of 3 was to be given when the

participant felt neutral toward a statement. After carefully comparing

written comments with ratjngg on the instruments, it felt that

.witha rating of 3 the participants were actually expressing.an attitude

of being:neither positively nor negatively Impressed
\
with the activity

being rated. Thus, mean ratings of 2.5 to 3.5 are interpreted as "non

impressed." The mean item range of 3.5 to 4.5is Considered to be a

moderately'lo strongly positive attitude and 1.5 to 2.5 is considered as

a sirongly to moderately negative attitude toward the aspect of the

learning activity being considered.

e.

Videotaped Programs

FrOm the faCtor analysis of the TeleVised Lecture Questionnaire

.(TLQ), two factors were obtained: 1) television viewing conditions

(high scores indicate favorable conditions) and 2) overall quality of

videotapeopresentation (high scores indicate high quality). The numbe s

of the items that make up each factor, as well as the factor means f

'20

-AA
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each program, are presented in Table 6. If the reader wishes to refer

to the participants' ratings ofindividual items, item means and overall

means are presented in Appendix 8,.TableA.

On the first factorit may be concluded that the overall

television viewing conditions were favorable sinceall 'program means

from Table 6 were above ornear a four rating. Only programs five and

six have means that are below fobr.

Because the second factor was the student reaction to the overall

quality of the programs, it was decided to rank:orderlthe programs

according to their factor means. The6rankings are presented in Table 7.

Programs two, ten, and twelve are significantly above the grand

1

mean, and programs five andsix are significantlY below. Because the

program means range from 4.01 to 4.54, it may be concluded that the

overall quality' of the video presentations was viewed by the participants

as being moderately high to high.

Item two on the Instructor Feedback Questionnaire (IFQ) asked the

participants to compare the video programslwith other liv'e lectures the

participants had seen (the means for the IFQ items are presented in

Appendix B, Table B). The IFQ was adMinistered three times during the

.course, and the means for item two were 3.47, 3.86, and 3.97. These

ratings are'for programs one through five, six through nine, and ten

through twelve, respectively. The first mean of 3.47 represents a slightly

pcitive overalill rating of the video programs as compared to a live

lecture. The second mean (3.86) indicates a more positive reaction, and

the third mean of 3.97 is significantly higher (a = .10) than the first6
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TABLE 7

RANKING OF PROGRAMS BY FACTOR MEANS ON TELEVISED LECTURE QUESTIONNAIRE
DPRT COURSE

Rank Mean Program Title Program Number

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8.5

8.5

10

11

12

4.54 Vocabulary

4.51 InfornTal Reading Test

4.45'. The,Total Reading Program

4.42

4.39

4.37

4.34

4.25.

4.18

4.05

4.01

Comprehension

Reading Readiness and Beginning Reading/

Word Recognition Tests

DPRI Management

DPRI Introduction

Standardized Tests

Word Recognition

Prescriptive Instructional Systems

Miscue Analysis

10*
P

. 2*

12*

11

8

4

7

1

3 fl

D

9

6*

5*

*Significantly different from grand mean (GM = 4.31) at .05 level

mean. The twelve programs can be divided into three categories based,

on content. Programs one through five dealt with the diagnostic

techniques used in reading instruction. Program six and seven dealt with

information systems and classroom management techniques. Program eight

.through twelve dealt with techniques of. teaching reading skills. It

appears that the participants were more,,attracted to programs that

illustrated classroom practices than pro 'ams that dealth with diagnosis,

information systems, and classroom, management.
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Many comment's made by participants on item 2 of the IF

reflect these sentiments.* It seems that' participants really
a

preferred the televised lecture over the classroom lecture f
o

those programs dealing With classroom teaching techniTips.

,

"It makes the lecture more interesting and exciting. By

using TV you can actually see thing instead of jus
talking."

In examining participants' preferences for a televised presentation of

nly a portion of programs, one must look at program content versus

methods of TV' instruction. For example, pertinent to this discussion is

the fact that those programs rated highest were also those that are best

presented vi$ually; i.e., the subject matter lends itself most easily to

t ,'---

TV .instructio
,.

r.,:-

4 . .

"Precise, to the point, and actually seeing the different
.techniques in use was extremely helpf1J1."

Not only was the content of 'programs 8-12 easily.adpatable to instructional

TV, but theogram"content was less abstract and more familiar to the

participants than is the content of a program which deals with the

explanation of the Reading /liscue Inventory. Therefore, when content

was relatively simple and familiar to students,'they seemed to favor the

televised lecture format

"I really. enjoyed the TV lecture. The teletype helped to

answer any questions and get answers right away."

*(These comments were selected according to the criteria listed in
the"Method section, and were. chosen from all three administrations

of the IFQ.)

r 03)
0...J0=a
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The negative comments made by participants referred.mainly to

those programs thich were more difficult to visually illustrate in an

interesting manner (i.e., celassroom film clips, etc.). For example
8

the programs which dealt with diagnostic techniques relied largely upon

on- camera lecture by the instructor, and relevant charts and diagrams.

These programs necessarily came across as less interesting than others.

Also, the,contnt of these programs was more technical in nature and

had to be dealt with; for the most part,, in generalities, The limitations'

of TV instruction and the time constraint both affected the depth of
4

4

content that could be covered in each program.

"I' It the lectures were too general if the course
par ipant is not already familiar with DPRI procedures,

pecially on 'the Reading Miscue Inventory."

These negative comments were transferred or extended to reflect on the

students'.feelingstoward the instructor. For the more technical

programs, students indicated less enthusiasm in comparison to traditional,

live lecture settings.

"The TV program was related to the subject but wasn't
technical enouyh for the informa we had to learn

from our readings."

"I. had rather have a good professor ecturt in person

than a TV program."

It may be concluded from theyreceding comments' that the actual program

content was important in determining whether or not students preferred
..

the videotaped programs or a live lectOre.

Contents by the site coordinators, from the Summative Report
. .

Form (SR),.are overall very favorable and express many of the S'ame

concerns as the participants' comments.. Regarding the trend of program

referen ?e discusSA earlier, site coordinators responded as follows:

7:3
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"Reading started off with a good acceptance but ended with
a much greater enthusiasm. The class applauded. some of
the lessonsteginning with lesson 6. Participants were,
especially Oreciative of the practical suggestions and
help given hplinning with lesson 6."

"The programs. -`got better as the summer progressed. You
might need tadd another program on the Reading Miscue -N., )

Inventory." 4.`' 4
. .

.

P aT

Further Comments from;Mte'coordinators support the previous generalization
.

regarding the diffeKenees in, preference for certain programs because of

,differenceS in the nature of program content.

"The. lecture format, was too dry. That portion of the program
dealing with visitations to schools for working models of
DPRI approaches was,much.more favorably received."

"Less talking face; hold' graphicS on the screen longer and
have them reprodyced,in ancillary materialS for reference.
Have more demonstration of real situations for illustrating
methods and techniques. In,general, the Werials were
excellent."

"These progranis were exceptional and the onlysagestion,
would be to cover less material and in-depth,-rather than
skimming so many areas."

The most consistent unfavorable comments made by site coordinators

concerned technical problems with the reception of video programs at

some classroomsites.

''"Throughout the course we had extreme audio difficulties.
In spite of these, materials and concepts were well received
by a very enthusiastic student group."

Voice was of poor ality (technical) which made it difficult
for the class to u erstand lecture. Color qOalitY was
inconsistent."

.

The 5onsultihg faculty MemberS were very itsitive in their overall.

ratings of the televised programs. They were asked to rate the programs
l

on a'5- paint scale (5 - excellent to_l -
,,

unacceptale). Their average

rating was 4.75. Their comments generally related to the pretaped
. ;

... '

programs within the framework of the complete course.

3'4

,
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"Lowell's sincerety and knowledge came through very well.
.Wow: Outstanding: Relevant instructional and innovative
reading techniques and materials presented by a talented
crew and instructor.., Demonstration classroom filming

.and editing was, outstanding. The entire sdries of programs,
course assignments, pre-prqgram preparations ancillary
activities, follow-up activities with students,.and live
seminars have provided our.RESA,teachers with the ways and
means of implementing a practical diagnostic and prescriptive
reading approachfjn their cldssrooms."

"First 2..to 3 programs were.not received; that is, the
quality of reception was.poor. After we started receiving
the programs, they Were excellent." _

J
Most consulting faculty members, however, observed the programs on an

irregular basis, as exemplified by the following comments:

Nl

"Please %%11 was unable to' see the reading seminars
(except the playback.of the one in which I participated).
However, I saw the majority of televised lectures.and would
rate as above (rated this category 5, the highest possiple)
forthe lectures."

"Thelectures that,I observed were usually excellent and
the follow-up activities were related to the material
discussed in the telecast."

Consulting faculty members' comments about program content referred
4

mainly to the role of the site coordinator. 'Their comments.did not

indicate dissatisfaction with program content; rather, it was felt that

the site coordinator should be used more as an on-site instructor

(though this -i-dould largely defeat the purpose of the experiment).

Of ?
The' consulting faCUltY suggetted that site coordinators- should have

adequate background in the subject,area to fill any void left by the

program.
.

"1 woujd recommend that site coordinators be. (used) more

than they were during this pr6gram. I would recommeyil that

they be' people with a.background in the area being taught
land that they be competent to extend and.expand ideas
'presented as their groups need such."

07: f
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"The Reading Miscue Inventory was presented well; however, more
time might have been spent in its utilization."

A final comment received was:

"Applicable to all activities, there need to be more
opportunities for interaction among:the groups at sites
and interaction with those in the studio."

Four-Channel Audio Review

The factor analysis of:the User Four-Channel Audio Questionnaire

(UFCA) identified .five factors.: 1) character4tics osound (high rating

Indicates adequAe sound), 2) time

-

allo ed for different aspegts of audio

-ail
4 '

review: e.g., putting on earpho s, swering questions (high ratingII

indicates sufficient time), 3) mea hanics of preentation: e.g., speaker

spoke clearly (high rating is adequate), 4) enjoyed using audio review"

equipment (high rating indicates enjoygd), and 5) audio review content.'
r°

(high rating is adequate). The factor means are presented in Table:a.;

for a more complete picture't e reader may refer to the item means

presented in Appendix B, Table C.
-1

Prior to program six the audio review equipment was either not

installed or not operating well enough for data to be collected. At some

sites the participants heard crosstalk, i.e., more thane channel at

the same time and sometimes the participants did not hear the channel
A

they selected [see AESP Technical Report #5 (Bramble, Ausness, and Freeman,

1975) for ajietailed discussion of the technical problems]. Only for the

fifth, factor'(content) could data be colpected for all programs. ,.This was

possible because the participant's were supplied with written scriptsjor ,

use when the equipment wArnot operational.
/
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When the audio equipment was operational,, generally from program

six on,. the participant ratings (Table,$) ranged from moderately' high

to high for factors one through four. 'Exceptions to this are found for

program six on factor oneland programs six and seven on factor four,

where slightly positive ratings around 3.5 were obtained. Moderately high

to high ratings were obtalhed-farfactar-five-(cantent4.

Item three'on the IFQ asked the paAicipants to rate the audio

review through comparison with "class quizzes followed.by class disscussions

of the answers" (Appendix B, Table B). The means for the,three admipis-
.

trations of this item are 3.60, 3.57, and 3.53. The first mean (3.60) is

#

based on the partt.cipants' reactions,to.reading the scripts; the last two

means (3.57 and 3.53) are mainly basel,Ifon the participants' reactions to

actually using the9four-channel equipment: However,- several sites were

unable to use the audio review equipment for some of the later programs

(6-12), and their content ratings would be based on the written scripts

in those instances. It may be concluded,fromhthese.slightly positive

ratings that the participants were not nearly as impressed with the audik

review (compared to class quiizes and subsequent discussions) as the

were with the videotaped programs. 0

Participants' resbnes to the questions asked during the audio

review were to be recorded two-ways: 1) the responses were to be

recorded on Op -scan sheets by the partiCipants, and 2) tht alternatives

selected via the response buttons were to be automatically recorded on

magnetic tape. The equipment thgi was to automatically record and decode.

the responses was engineered incorrectly and the data were lost. There-

fore, the only availa6e data consists of participants' responses from

L

4

e



the Op-scan'sheets. These are summarized in Table 9.

The proportion of participants that selected the correct alter-

native ranged generally from .95 to 1.00. Exceptions to these are found

on programs two, three, and five where the proportions for spme

range froM .71 to .85. It may be concluded that the questiohs asked were

extremely easy to answer. Thus the items served mostly to reinforce

information already known by the participants.

Participants' reactions to the audio review segments varied. The

selection of comments listed below [taken from the IFQ, item 3, (Appendix

TAble Bt)j, indicates that some participants valued the audiC review and

the actual procedure used in the audio review as an aid and aeinforce-

meat for learning.

"Instant discussions of answers were good neinforters.as
.learning aids."

"This gives me a chance to test myself and.gives me a
study sheet."

a

,like this approach. It gives you an idea of exaLtly
what you have done and whether it was right or wrong and
Why."

"You get a response right away and not in a couple of days
with no explanation."

-

The audio review questions were intended to convert concepts

presented in the video into practical or situational-type problems or.:.

questions which might affect the participant as a teacher of readin%.

It may have been the use of practical, rather than very technical,

. . ,
..

questions that resulted- in the following comments by participants:-

"Answers were too easy. You 'could choose correct ones

before questions were given."

,"Answeiseemed obvious before hearing the questions."



AUDIO REVIEW QUESTIONS.
DPRI COUR&E

Program Question

Proportion Selecting
Alternative

2 3 4

Number
of Students

401

3'-

6

1 .00

2 =, .00

3 .00

4 .0D

5 .00

1 .11

2 '.00

3 .01

4 .00

5 .02

1 .01

2 . .00

3 /03
4 .00,

5 .00

1 .01

2 -.00

3 .00

4 .02

1 .05
2- .22

3 (,ol.

4 .00

1 .00

lit .00

.95*-

.99*

1.00*
.01

:98*

.00

.18

.84*
-.00

.00

I .00

.00

:98*

.01

.99*

1.00*

.00 : 283

.00 i 283.

.01 283

.00 282

.00 281

.71* 273

%11 .05 273

.00 .98* 272

.87* .12 272

.98* .00 254

.11 .04

.01, .99*

. .01 05

,85*
-A
.09

-01 .01

.01 .01

.00 ,99*

.02

.97* .-00

.91*

.01

-.03

,83*
i.

.01

.77*

.03

.00

I

4* 264
.00 264
..92* 264

.06 264

.98* 241

.98*- 259

.00 259

.98*

.00 259

.03

.00

.94*.

.17
.,,

-180)

180

180
180

.02 ..97*., .01 268

.0010' :g' +.i 134*

267

, 268

.00, .00 : '.bo 266 A

i

4

*Oorrect,answer
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TA8LE'9 -- CONTINUED :

Prog Question

Proportion Selecting
Alternative

2 3

8

9
T.

10

12

1

2

3

4

1

2

3
4

C-,

cZt 1
2

3

4.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3,

4

I

2

4

*Correct answer

. 01 .02

.01 .02

.00 .99*

.00 .99*

. 96*

.96*

. 00

.00

.00 .96* .03

.00 .99* .00

..96* .03

.00 :00 .00

''.92* .00

.97* .01

.01 .99* .00

.97* .01 .00

.00

.04.

.96*

.00

-.00

.00

.04

.99*

1.00*
.01

.00

.ol

-.00 .00 1.00*

.04 .00 .01

.96* .04 1 .00

.00 .99* .01

.00 .99*

.00 ; .00.

.00 1. .00.

. 00 I 1.00*
. , I

.00

.02

.00

Number
oY Students

.00 70

.02 0

.00 2

.00 270

.01 257

.00 257

:01 257

1.00* 257

:08' 262

.01 261

.00 262

.02 261

.00 265

.95* 265

.00 265

.00 265

.00 173

.95* 173

.00 173

.00 173'

-00 263

.99* 263

.98* 263

.00 263
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."ChoiCes of answers were poorly written."

"The questions are good, but the use of the expensive
equipment is a waste of time and money." -)

Other participants compared the four-channel audio review with le'arning
. . 1.-

acities employed in regular college-leVel courses.. Some comments were:

"A waste of time- -most college courses are not quiz-oriented.
Could answer without even hearing question." .

"The quiz seemed very elementary after doing the pre-
program work and seeing the lAdtul."

A final comment reflected the difficulties experienced with the audio

review equipment:

"To date, we have not had four-channel audio. Not connected.
'Vsed written form wpich wa's,adequate."

The bulk of site. coordinator comments (from the SR) regarding

the audio review dealt with equipment problems and dissatisfaction'with

the nature of the audio review questions. Some of these comments are

listed below.

"We were only able to have four-channel three times. The

students thoroughly enjoyed it. Wish we could have gotten

our equipment earlier."

"Students responded well to four-channel audio all"the way
through the course."

"After the ross-talk was corrected, it was good. Class

felt there was too much time to make decision. Also no

' need for preliminary instruction each time."
, -

"Here the format and timing was a. problem. Timing was too

slow paced. Sometimes questions were too obvious."

"Teachers were upset because the questions were too simple.
They also disliked the equipment and filed to see the
purpose of the audio review."
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. .

One site coordinator felt that the audio review would have been more
0

effective if more questions were used:

"I think you may need to 'go to shorter questions and

answers. Why not have 15 questions instead of four?"

The consulting faculty members were fairly positive in their
.

overall ratings of the audio review. They were asked to rate the programs

on a 5-point scale (5 - excellent toil - unacceptable). Their average

rating was 4.05. Their comments, listed below, reflect generally the same

sentiments as those expressed on the preceding pages,

"This segment seemod to cause the most problems in the

progr1ms which I observed. Students did not seem to

respond especially well to this."'

"Again, after we received them regularly, they were very

good."

"One minute was.nbt needed tomake response. You rilight'add

three more'questions. The written scripts 'saved' the foUr-

channel audio component for programs 1,6. Alice should be

congratulated on a fine job-'thbse who have to-construct'
test items know what a difficult task it is.' =For example,

on July 11, 1974, the students reading the four-channel

audid script were all finished while the audio was beginning .

beginning item #3. On program 11, five students were on
question #3 when the 15-second reminder was given for
'question WI,. ;'Note: Four-channel audio test items might
be numbered the same as program materials, i.e.,FCA'2:1,
FCA 2:2, etc."

"Need for a better coding system to match answer sheets with

evaluation. Also, too much time lapseskfor correct response
given by the narrator."

In analyzing the preceding comments, one Aould realize that the

equipment malfunction during the first portion of the course and the °

1

difficulties experienced with the equipment once it was operational, may

have colbred both-the participants' and thesite coordinators' views about.

the importance of the audio review as a learntng activity. The number

43. A

f

V
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of negative comments received reflected a substantial level of dissatis-

faction witlie00t\audio review questions, answers and equipment. 'However,

it should be'remembered that the overall ratings of the audio review \.

activities (from the IFQ) were positive.

Laboratory and Other Activities

The factor analysis of the Laboratory Activities Questionnaire (LAQ)

indicated five groupings of items that were descriptive of participants'

reactions to'the labOratory activities. The five factors were: 1) adequacy

of time and facilities-anCI appropriateness of amount of material covered

,during the laboratory (high rafting indicates adequate and appropriate);.

2) usefulness of laboratory as e hands-on -Illustration of lecture concepts

(higI rating is illustrati-46); 3) usefulness and attractiveness of tie

laboratory content to the participants (high rating is useful and'

, attractive content); 4) helpfulness of,the site coordinator Thigh rating'

is helpful); and 5),clarity of purpose and directions for performing the

laboratory..(jyigh rating indicates clarity of pdrpose and directions).

The factor means are presented in Table 10 and the item means are presented

in Appendix B, Table'D.

To aid in interpreting the LAQ data, each progfam was ranked from

high to low on each factor; The rankings are presented tn Table 11. To

see if there was any consistency in the peogram rankings across factors.

Kendall's coefficient of concordance was computed (Hayes & Winkler, 1971,

pp. 849-852). The value obtained for W was .339. This value indicates a
0

rather low degree of similarity in the ranking'across factors.
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tl

For each factor, program means that.were significantly different at the

V
.05 level.from'the grand factor-mean are marked with',,an asterisk (*) in

r
Table 11. The laboratory activities°that were rated highest on onecor more

factors were 1, 3, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12. 'Of these only 8',1t10, 11, and

12 appear high on. more than one factor. .The laboratory activities, that

were rated lowest on one or more factors were 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 12. ,

Of these only 2, 5, and 6 appear6low on more than one factor. Generally,

it may be concluded that the earlier laboratory activities .(l through 6)

were viewed less positively than the later laboratory activities;? through

12). This is roughly parallel to the,results from the TLQ. It appears

that the best rated TV programs are associated with the best, rated

laboratory sessions (see Table 7 and Table 11 for comparison)... Also, it

seems that the participants enjoyed the laboratories that dealt with

teaching methods more than those that dealt with diagnostic techniques.

rtemfour on the IFQ asked theparticipants to compare the

laboratory activities with laboratory experiences they had in other

college courses. The means for the three administrations of this item

are 3.81, 3.70, and 3.80% These ratings may be classified as moderately

positive and indicate that the participants felt, that the DPRI laboratory

activities could be favorably compared to other courses.

Completion of the laboratory activities required: 1) the

'. availability of computer-assisted information retrieval systems, and 2

the use af,a, reference library at each site whicI contained all materials

referred to in the laboratory activities.'

]

cy
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There were two information retrieval systems-available to the

participants, Select-Ed and the Texas Retrieval System. AESP Technical

Report #2 (Ausness and Bowling, 1974, pp.'20-22) gives a description of

each system employed and states how each,was used by the Partkipants.

Briefly, though, to use either information system available, participants

requested information_ searches by mailing.a request form to the University

of Kentucky. The search was run there and the information returned by

mail.

The reference library contained all materials; books and test -06

instruments necessary.for the participants to complete the laboratory

activities. It also contained supplementary materials that expanded upon

the basic program.

The Information Systems User Satisfaction 'Questionnaire (ISUSQ)

was factor analyzed and four factors were obtained. The factors are:

fl value of information obtained from information systems (tigh.rating

indicates high value); 2) information systems were useful as information

source's (high rating is useful); 3) adequacy of explanation ail ease of

use of information systems (high rating is adequate); and 4) turn around

time in receiving information (high rating indicates acceptable length

of, time) The factor means are presented iHiTable 1,2 and the item means

are presented in Appendix B, Table E. The participants' ratings on

factors two dnd three were moderately positive. Thus they felt that the

information systems were useful-as sources of informatton, that the

procedures fdr uSe'were'explained adequately and that they were easy to)

use. Factor one has a mean of 3.31, and it appears that the participants
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TABLE 12

FACTOR'W NS:FOR INFORMATIO SYSTEMS USEONSATI5FACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

(N.236)

Factor on' Factor Factor Mean

e V
1) ,Value of inform tion obtained-

from informatio systelts -,
\
7-10e , 13-18 3.31

2) Information systems were use-

ful as information sources 20-25 4.08

3) Adequacy of explanation and
informationease of use of

system§ 1-4, 11, 12

4) Length, of time to get

information back 5, 6 3.05

°

were unimpressed with the inforthation they got from the informition

systems. Finally, on factor/four the mean is 3.5, and apparently the

participants were not impressed with the speed of receiving information
)

back from the information systems. 4

Item 'tix on the IFQ asked the participants to compare the

information systems to materials supplied ih other courses. The means for

the three administrations are all towards the positive (3.81, 3.91, 3!75)

and indicate that the' participants were favorably disposed towards th-e

information systems.

Item five on the IFQ asked the participants to. compare the on-

site reference materials with materials provided in other courses. The

rnean.s for,this item are very positive (4.10, 4.00,.4.08) and indicate

that the participants were pleased with the on-site materials provided.

&s,
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9 Two'final aspects of the course related to the laboratory activ-

ities were rated by the participants. These were pre-program preparation

/-
,compared to work assigned in other courses and homework assignments

compared to otherslasses. The pre-program preparations were usually

readings to be completed prior to class. Participants reactions to this

were measirred by item one on the IFQThe means (3.72, 3.58, 3.79)

'indicate a lowpositive reaction to the pre,p4ram preparation. Item 8

, on the IFQ dealt with homework. The means for this item (3.61, 3.58,

3.76) tend toward a MIldly positive reaction.

Participants were asked to comment.on the?five items on the IFQ

which dealt with the laboratory and associated actiVities'. In general,

/ .

studhntsseemed to be most favorably impressed with the fol)owing!

1) opportunities for small group dtscussiOns in. class;

2) access to reference and resource materials via the

on-site reference library; and

the orc arii zation and completeness of the laboratory

materials.

Listed below is a selection of comments made by the.participants for

each of the five items.

Item 4 - Laboratory Activities

"The last sessions seemed like busy work when so much
material is available for readiness, etc. Discussing

them in the laboratory Would be sufficient."

"Very good unique opportunity With small class for
discussion of problems and solutions. Received new

ideas and materials."

"Instructions not always clear: No one to clarify them."
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"Sometimes redundant. Sequentially - ill-timed."

"Interaction with other students good."

Item 6 - Information Retrieval Systems

We never got feedback from the retrieval system. It's
gdo to know about it,,but.it Wasn't any practical use to
us.

-Pi not receive complete set of materials. Materials
a ilable were excellent."

4.tem - On-site Reference Library

"Having all materials available (in reference library)
was very helpful. Many times reserve materials are not
obtainable."

"For one lesson we w ere not equipped with the material.
Receiving material to read at home has helped'since it
is so hard to get to a university to do (library) research."

"The ma erials were always here. There is no waiting in
line to et one certain book then finding spmeonehas torn
out the rticle you need:

"More materials than I can use profitably."

"I think I would have circled 5 on this, but I didn't
get much of a chance to look at the materials there was
so much going on all the time. Too much-work both in
class and out. Therewas not time to do any in-depth
IDersonal exploration.%

"You don't have to wait and end up doing it only when Au
can get the material."

"Have liked checking materials out and using them."

Item 1 - Pre- Program Preparation

"The materials are meeting the'needs of the students better
than any graduate coupe I have taken."

"Work required is too exteqsive for one class day's

preparation. However, thCmaterials are well-organized
and thorough."
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"In some instances there is too much when pre-program
preparation is combined with follow-up from previous'

programs,"
_ .

"I hlve Ot more time in-preparation for this course juSt
doing the essentials, therefore, I have received

"Too much tocover adequately. You end up skimming much:

of the material."

"Itpreparedlliewellfortheclasses,thoUghit was too
hmu work."

4- .Item 8 - Homework Assignments

.\"Often unclear and too much to cover 'adegaately. No one

to answer questions."
QL.

"You got to put to use what youadquired in class.".

"Good.- BUT - too long - detailed."

"Homework assignments generally adequate preparation."

r.

0

'Too much with meager guidance." .

Comments by die site coordinators, front Summative Report,

Form (SR), are overall-very favorable and express mhy of the same concerns .

-as the participants' comments. The site coordinators felt that the content

of the activities and materials was excellent, but that there was too much

outside work required of participants. Some comments received are listed

below.

:Generally., the activities were very meaningful but on
occasion there was not enough time to complete everything."

"Students seemed to get a lot out of lab work. They, did I

complain about a lot of outside reading necessary for the °

course."

"There appeared to be an imbalance in the amount of outside
work required and the time allotted. The participants did,

however, indicate that it was valuable work. Some directions

were weak and Unclear."

1
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"Lab activities were a great experience for the students.
However, the common complaint was the weight of assignments.
The se0es of assignments dealing with testing a student
.seemed.to drag down a number of the teachers."

"tudents definitely felt activities were worthwhile and
ithportant to learning process.".

"They were unanimous--the practice sessions, in administering
the standardized tests were very helpful: Also, in sharing
materials for completing lab activities we divided into small
groups, studied separate materials, and then reported to the
group. As a result, all related-reading materials were used."

The consulting faculty members were'yery positive in their over-
.

all ratings of the laboratory and related acti,yities. They were asked to
4)q' t

rate thedprograms on a.5-point scale (5 - excellent to 1- unacceptable).

Their average ratin---"-/g was 4.60. Their eommpnts generally emphasized the
. i

.

,

Course workload mentioned ea tier by the participants and site-COordinators.

c",Excel hint, and refated other activiti es,;.-"

1"Only,gomplaint was 'too much' from students. Everything
was mdanirVul and purposeful, therefore, worthwhile.".

. ,

"All Were meaningful to students andconsultinrfaculty.
The yell-prepared. laboratory activities and information
systems provided for the immediate needs of the neophyte
.classroom teacher and the experienced reading specialist..."

"Actually too Much:laboraiory.work for the.course. However;

a qUick student could pace herself.. Suggestion:. have more
time slots to have group interchange of ideas, comments,
etc. Perhaps involving more on-campus.(o local) reading
people.".

An examination of.the'comments from all three groups--participants,,

site coordinators and consulting faculty--indicates that, although the

course organization and cor3tent were referred to as excellent, the heavy

workload, both' in and out of class, Overwhelmed some of the, participants.

Together with the imposed time constraints during lass sessions, this

.*.
could have made some lab activitites seem less meaningful than they might

. have seemed otherwise. .
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Live, Interactive Seminars

The original plan for the' DP course called for.four seminars

but due to .a transmission failure the first semina was not broadcast.

The. Seminar Questionnaire (SQ) was factor analyzed aid six factors were

obtained. The factor means are presented Table 13
.

.

are prdsented in- Appendix B, Table F.

TABLE 13

FACTOR MEANS ON'SEMINAR QUESTIONNAIRE.
DPRI COURSE

he item means

Factor

1 Quality of presentation style of
seminar

'2) Value of information communicated
during seminar

Adequate opportunity to ask
questions

Important questions,were-asked
by participants

A

5) Proper time in course sequence
for seminar

6) Adequate pretaped segments
used in seminar

Items on Factor.

Seminar

2, 7-12,

13-16, 8.

4

17`

1, 21

19,

15

20. i1.76
;

i 3.03

404

3.07

2.85

!

2

3.90 4.221

1

.2.76, 3.11

[4.99 4:1

3.22 3.35

2:95 .15

1.83

*None used in seminar 3.

54
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I

Factor one deals.with the quality of the seminar presentation.

Generally the participants felt that the quality was moderately high and

that the quality improved as the course progressed. This is seen in the

gradual increase in the factor means across seminars: 3.76, 3.90, and 4.22..

Factor two deals with the value of the information communicated

during the seminars. That participants were unimpressed with the value

of 'this information is indicated by the mean ratings of3.03,. 2.76, and

-Factors three and four are related in that factor three deals with

the adequacy of opportunity to ask. questions of the semi 'r guests,-and

factor four deals with whether or not important quest. ns were asked by

the participants. The participants felt that they had adequate opportuni y

to ask questions (as reflected in means of 4.04, 4.09, 4.21) but that

important questions were perhaps not asked (as reflected in means of

3.07,,.3.22, 3.35)._ Systematic records of the qUestions received fr m the

students were not always kept, but some data are available to it ustrate

the patterns of question-asking behavior-. For seminar one 75 questions

were t.ceived; about half of these were answered Over the air during the

seminar (the remaining questions were answered_either by:voice or tele-

type VHF_ transmissions after the seminar 'broadcast). For seminar three

35 questions were received, alT of which were answered durin(the

Factor five dealt with whether'or not each seminar was broadcast

at an appropriate time in the-course sequence. For all three seminars,

the.participants' mean ratings (2.85, 2.95, 3.15) indicate that the time

was not highly appropriate. 1This needs to be interpreted with.the knoWledge
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that the first scheduled seminar was canceled and that the first broad-

cast seminar had to cover topics from the canceled seminar in addition

to the scheduled seminar. However, one'does wonder when the students

might consider seminars to be appropriates

During the first two seminars, filmed segments were shown that 41

illustrated some aspects of the topics with which the seminar dealt.

Factor six includes the participants' reactions to the adequacy of thes

filmed segments. The mean ratings for this factor indicate an unimpressed

and a positive response (2.86 and 3.83).

On item seven of the IFQ, participants were asked to .compare the

televised seminars with seminars and class discussions from other classes.

The means for the three administrations of this item ere 3.40,'3.44 and

3.59, which indicate that the participants were slightly positive towards

seminars in comparison with seminar's and claSs discussions from

- other courses. However, one advantagous feature of the televised seminar

which was commented on by several participants, was the opportunity to

interact with reading experts. One sucfi comment was as follows:

"Very good, practical and useful material from expert
consultants. Emphasized available materials and their

usages."

The most frequently stated negative comment was that the capacity

for interaction between students and seminar guest(s) was not used enough.

Some comments are listed below.

"Not enough interaction and direct.feeback and cross-

questioning."

"Boring. Prefer live, by far."

"Last program best because more participants and more

questions-submitted."
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$.

As stated previously,
CI

extensive technical problems(interr4pted the planned

sequence for the seminars; however, had all four planned seminars been

broadcast, the participant reaction would likely have. been more posltive.

Comments by the.site coordinators, from the-Summative Report

r
Form (SR), are very favorable overall:and express many of the same

concerns as the participants' comments. The site coordinators' felt that

the program content was excellent, but that there was too much redundancy

and not enough time allotted for questions and answers.

"Seminars, although generally of good content, were dull

and boring. Students very often lost interest because of
redundancy."

"The televised seminars did not al,low fdr many questions
to be answered.

"Need panel members with a-greater amount of time devoted
to specific questions, rather than having authorities
enlarge on the materials in the telecast."

Ne were only able to view the last two seminars and?the
only suggestion is that they omit the taped portions.
Teachers really enjoy just listening to Dr. Eberwein."

One site monito+ commented that a better method of soliciting. questions

might have increased student particiPation 'during the polling sessions:'

"Keep answers short and make sure the questions are answered
directly and to the point, e.g., when a question that requests
only a yes or no answer is asked, the'tendency has been to
circumvent the question-instead of giving a yes or no and

then qualifications. ,Perhaps a -better structure and method
of soliciting questions needs to be developed. It is

difficult to poll questions from teachers before or during
a seminar because this tends to be disruptive to other
questions."

The consulting facultynembers.were very positive in their overall

ratings of the televised seminars. They were asked to rate the OfiSgrams

on a 5-point scale (5.- excellent to 1 unacc table). Their average
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rating was 4.60. Since'many of the consulting faculty members were un-

able to view most of the seminars, their comments mainly -emphasized the

interactive capacities of the televised seminars. Most were i pretied

with the fact that participants were able to interact with various experts

the field of reading. Some of their comments were:

was impressed with the quality of the questions and the
responses given by the seminar experts."

"These were excellent--students iiked the personal attention
and 'immediate' reinforcement of seminars."

"Need more of these."

"These ratings (highest possible) reflect my discussiOn with
the teacher-students since I was unable to attend (due to
heavy teaching load). As mentioned on item one I rate the

lecture in which- I participated as 5 (highest on this scale),
with some modesty. I have heard that'the last reading
seminar was the best (from a number of people who saw

Reactjons to Evaluation Materials

PleSummative Report'ForM (SR) asked both .site coordinators and

consulting faculty; members to comment on the evaluation forms utilized

in the course.

Although their comments varied, the general consensus wash that

there were too many forms used inthe evaluation of each class session.
I.

For this reason, students soon felt that completing the evaluation forms

was a tedious, boring task and tended to lose sight of the purpose of the

evaluations. Some specific comments made b)/ site coordinators follow:

"Absolutely to6 many fOrmt.to fill out."

"The con t, truction of the forms was excellent, but the teachers
soon got 1red of doing them; there were too many forms; and

participants felt that UK putmore emphasis on these forms /

than on the subject contedt."
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"Too much evaluatioh. Some resentment over evaluating each

bit and morsel each day."

"Teachers recognize the need for these forms, but could do

without them. Generally, their attitude has been excellent."

"The evaluation methods were easily acceptable., Even with
the large volume of materials to. evaluate each session, the
students always responded positively and favorably."

"There'was unnecessary paper wasted. Each student could be

given one set of all forms at the beginning of the course
which.could be referred to.each day. Also, a 'does not.
apply' choice should be a response as many of the quest4ons'
did not pertain to particu4r programs."

"Too daMn many forms. 'Suggest only one formrper broadcast,
However, I ranked these 5 and ranked 5, for content and
quality (5 was high rating on SR) because-they were excellent;
there were too many of them to fill out-every,day."

"They accepted this most agreeably, since they understood
that it was of ,value to you;.the few who complained learned
to 'live with it.' On the last day, they left full of

enthusiasm. It was amazing to hear them talk.. It was

unanimous that this course was themost valikble reading
course any of them had ever had. The teachers made this
statement over and over to the superintendent. Betause

of this, the spring course at this siteis full and others
hoping to take it. ,Do hope it's basically the same."

"I doubt if they were valuable as evaluation tools; after
the first week or two most participants resented them,
and I did them sloppily. Many times participants would,.

forget if #1 was positive or negative and I did not care."

The Insulting faculty members were very positive in their over:

all ratings of the evaluation forms. They. were asked to rate the forms

on a 5-point scale (5 - excellent to 1 - unacceptable). Their average

rating was 4.40. Their comments generally emphasized the need to reduce

the number of evaluation instruments used in each class session. Too,

several comments suggested that some changes be made, inthe organization

of test instruments used. Some comments were:
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"Students seemed to think there were too many forms:and ,

thit they were too,complicated."

"As cited earlier, the farms could have had a better system
of coding for answer sheetS. Sug4estion: color-coded

plus symbols.., ." ,

o

As consulting faculty, I did not have an opportunity to

,
examine the evaluation forms. The forms seemee to be

too extensive. Some.students filled in the blanks without

much thought after the,second program. I question the

validity of. some oT. the data collected. Sugg,estion: pot

so many (forms) next tiMe. Congratulations on a fine job."
,

Reactions to Unit Tests r
At thq beginning of each class session the partisipants Were given .

short unit tests. These were multiple choice tests of from 12 ,or.130tems

that sampled the content from the last week/s. video,proOrams and laboratory ,

, activities; The unit tests did not affect the participants' grades.

[For a discussion pf the purpose and development of the unit tests see

AESP Technical Report #4 (Bramble, et al, 197.4, pp. 5-9)]. Rather, these

tests were used as an instructional aid and as an evaluation toul to

measure unit learning. The participants discussed their answers in class

after they had turned in their answer sheets to the site coordinator,

[For a discussion of participant performance on the unit tests see

AESP Technical Report #8 (Bramble, Marion, and Ausness, 1975)].

.
Item 9 on the IFQ asked the participa'nfs to compare the unit

tests to instructor-made tests in other graduate classes they had.taker.

The means for the three administrationof-fhe 1FQ lre 3.82, 3.59 and 3.88

From this it may be concluded that the participants were mildly positive

toward the unit tests.

4
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Item 9 on the IFQ also asked for participant comments on the unit

tests. Selected qamments, listed below, . convey that most participants

valued the teStsas learning or instructional aids because they

receiveelmmediate feedhack'on the correctness or incorrectness of their

answers. However,,,the participants complained that the learning process

stopped here;',intht students were unable to obt' feedtftack on why an

answer was wrong or right. Some of the, more frequently received cofiments

were as follOws:
o

"I need more feedback on the answers as sometimes r don't
understand or.agree with your choice4

"All graduate courses seem to haveambiguous,questiohs.
*ity :This is no exception."

"On.many-questions, we disagreed with you, but again could
not question or.discuss it with you!"

"Aice again to have these to rifer tIo."

0

r-

"Liked this type of repetition to make information stick."

"At times we disagreed with answers posted; however,
there was no way to confirm or dispute unresolved questions.
SO, nothing new learned."

"The tests seemed comprehensive enough to cpver all
materials."

"It keeps you up-to-date, I don't completely agree with
the answer giveh as compated to mi,,answers on the unit
tests."

Genprally, the site coOrdiniSor's comments reflected similar

concerns and observations. This selection of comments is taken froM
o

the SR.

"These were often a challenge and the students enjoyed
discussion. Some of the Items were ambiguous, making
selection of a response subjective."
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"Often, students disagreed with'the given answers and did
not receive a response when we submitted these questiOns."

"Quite a few teachers who disagreed with some of the answers
on unit tests and seemed to have evidence to back up their
arguments."

"Th& unit tests servedas a valuable reinforcement for the
program."

"Students have always responded well-to the unit tests. The
opporpnity to check the work immediately after completion
was a good reinforceMent approach. A lumber of students
questioned some answers listed; these questions were sent to

.-. UK via the collection box, but replies mere never received.
Students:needed and should have received clarification."

2
It is interesting to note the final two comments made by site coordinators:

"These tests could have had more meaning to the teachers if
they had` counted toward .their grade."

"Students found them helpful in recall of important facts.
Perhaps the ea that they were *not counted toward their
grade made them more useful:"

The consulting faculty members were also asked on the SR to rate

the unit tests. Their average rating was very positive, 4.55 on a scale

from 1 to 5 (5 - excellent to 1 - unacceptable). Some comments and

observations made by the consulting faculty were:

"Questions tended to be the 'answer and forget'.type
rather than the 'think about afterwards' typq. Suggest

. activities related to expa ding ideas, in questions.'

"I felt that many students and myself also) thought the
unit tests were rather easy, by and large."

"Consulting faculty did not have the opportunity to read the

questions. I only had the opportunity to read the ones
Students disagreed with. I did feel that the items were
reasonable considering the amount of time you had,to
develop them without field testing. The students complained

(legitimately) about eight items. Eight out of 129 is an

excellent recard! It-might help faculty to get feedback
and questions from Kentucky to help students having
difficulty with specific items."
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Summary of Site Coordinator Comments from the Observation Log

The Obserliation Log (00 contained spaces on which site

coordinators could log any problems, comments, etc. observed during the

class session. A synopsis of these comments is included here so that the

reader can get an impression of the day-to-day problems and reactions

that-were recordeEf on the OL. Since the OL was filled odt at each of the

15 sites, it must be remembered that the commens below reflect only the

opinions of those who chose to write' comments. The following comments

are listed chronologically, by class sessions, and are divided into five

categories: equipment, video content, lab materials, evaluation, and

general.

Session 1 July 11, 1974

Equipment: One site reported not receiving any television and Kad

inoperable telephone. and telegraph equipment. Two sites reported that
c

channels 1 and 2 of four-channel audio review equipment were inoperable.

Video Content: One site reported that the initial reaction tothe)course

was excellent.

Lab Materials: One site reported that the students felt that there was

too much lab-activity scheduled. Another site reported that the students

"seemed unable or unwilling" to take the initiative of performing the

laboratory activities without a great deal of assistance. And a third

site reported that the teachers felt that the laboratory activities would

be useful.

Evaluation: One site reported that the students were "overwhelthed" with

the amount of paper work required of them. Another site reported that

the students generally found,.the evaluation forms confus,ing.

C)3,
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Session 2 - July 18; 1974

Equipment: Network problems prevented broadcast from being transmitted.

Video Content: One site reported that the students felt that they could

use the content to improve their reading programs in the fall.

a

Evaluation: Two sites reported that the students had questions concerning

the correct answer of questions 6 and 11 of Unit Test 2. Another site

4-
further, reported that the students were growing to dislike all eval uat ion

forms.

General: 00 site reported that the students would the to have their

questions answered either during the seminar or by return mail.

Session 3 - July 25,<i.974

Equipment: Three sites found the audio to be poor, having a constant

'hum. Two sites reported to have-generally poor reception in this date.

Two other sites reported cross-talk in the four-channq audio review

equipment.

Lab Materials: One site reported that the lab materials were acceptable

in relationship to other unit activities.
fi(

Evaluation: One site found that the evaluation materials were packaged

improperly. Another site reported that the class felt that there were

too many forms to (1911 out.

General: One site requested that there shOuld be no.teletype activity

during TV presentation since it interfered with hearing the program.

(The teletype unit was in the classroom).
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Session 4 - August 1, 1974

Equipment: One site reported that for the first program of the day the

audio was off 3/4 of the time, and two sites reported that the audio

was greatly distorted for program #6. Another site reported cross-talk

on the four-chfnnel audio review equipment.

General: One site reported that the pacing of the four-channel audio

review questions was too slow and that the questions were too simple.

Another site reported that instead'of using the'four-channel audio review

equipment, they simply discussed the content bf the four-channel script.

This activity was said to be preferred by the students..

I .Session 5 - August 8, 1974-

Equipment: One site reported that the master control for the four-
-

channel audioireview unit was still malfunctioning, tWat cross-tallywas

still prevalent, and that the encoder was not triggered by the control

unit. Another site reported that the broadcast quality was excellent,

while a third, site reported that the sound was not clear on the programs.

Evaluation: One site reported that the evaluation procedures are becoming

a chore for the students and that many students disagreed with some

answers on the unit tests.

General: One site reported.that the students disliked both the four-

channel' U 0 review questions and their mode of presentation.

0
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Session 6 AuguSt.1 , 1974

'Equipment: Two sites reported the technieaL quality of video and audio

presentation to be quite poor, and one site reported static in the audio

for the 2nd program of the day.

Evaluation: One site reported that the students disliked both the four-

channel audio review questions and their mode of presentatOn.

Session 7 -.August 22, 1974

10,

E ui ment: One site reported that the class enjoyed the seminar and

fo nd the semingjmests tsp be quite informative.

Lab Materials: One site reported that the students disliked the laboratory

activity since it was similar to the assignment done in w(ek 7.



CONCLUSIONS

,
The following is a summary of conclusions regarding participants'.

attitudes toward DPRI course activities.

Videotaped programs in the latter half of the course (programs

8-12) were thought to be better than those'in the first half

of the course. Therefore, it appears that the participants

were more attracted to programs that illustrated classroom

practices than programs that- dealt with diagnosis, infOrmayon

systems and classroom manageMent.

- Program content appears to be the factor that determined whether

or not the videotaped programs were preferred,over the typical.

campus lecture. tl

- The immediate feedback nature of the four - channel audio review

was the best liked featureof that activity,.

- Overall, the atidio review ratingS were positive; however, it

was felt by many participants that the-4aestions_ were too easy'

and were often unrelated to the video program.

- The later laboratory activities (sessions 7 through 12) were

viewed more positively than'the earlier laboratory activities

(sessions 1 through 6); it appears that the best TV programs

are,associated with the best-rated laboratory sessions..

59
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Laboratory activities and materials that dealt with teaching"

methods were more enjoyable than those that dealt w th diavostic

techniqUes.

Participants felt that the two information systems, Select Ed

and the Texas Retrieval System, were useful as sources of

information', that the procedures,fo,use were explained,

adequately and that, they were easy to use:

- Participants were favorable toward the use of information

systems but felt that the utility of such sy stems could'be.

rN
increased by improving turnaround time on searches f4uni.

%

- The on-site reference materials were felt to be complete and

very useful.

- The value of-the live; interactive seminars seemed to lie

in the ability to interact with ".experts" in the field of

diagnostic and prescriptive reading.

7 Thelparticipants felt that they had adequate opportunity

to ask questions but that important questions were Per-

haps.not asked.' Too, it was felt that much of the material

discussed during the seminars was redundant.

- The evaluation design included .too.many forms. Revision

/of the design to include fewer administrations of less forms

/was suggested.
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In extrapolating from the foregoing conclusions, the reader should

keep in mind that certain extraneous and unexpetted variables, such as

0
equipment malfunctions, influenced the evaluation data gathered for many

aspects of the course. Further, although'various evaluation instruments,

such as, the Observation Log, attempted to account for these variables by

providing space for a written description or explanation of special

probleMs, it is very difficult to ascertain either how many areas of the

course were affected'or the extent to which participants' and site

coordinators' attitudes were affected. Too, since "hindsight" is always

better than forsight, our experience in the total course development and

operation has indicated several areas which could be improved upon from

the standpoint of pre-planning.

In the following'commehtary, the authors of this report and

others involved in the course reflect on problems of this nature and

offer suggestions, should the course be offered again.

As stated previously, equipment malfunctions generated a great,

deal of frustration for both participants and site coordinators. For

-example, the four-channel audio review was never really functional in

the designed manner so conclusions as to the usefulness of this sotem

can-bp only tentative at this time. However, the need for competent

equipment AesIgn and installation cannot be overly stressed,

Another problem-area concerned the role of thp site coordinator.

It *seems that many participants misunderstood the site coordinator's

fairly passive role, that of monitoring course activities. Instead,

many participants expected the site coordinator to serve as instructor
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'rather than as a facilitator. From many informal contacts with the site

coordinators, it apr_ars that they were not completely confident about

their role of operating all the equipment and guiding the laboratory.

sessions. Although a one-week, pre-course workshop was held for the site

coordinators prior to the course, it i5:felt by many that this was. in-

sufficient time in which to train them to be efficient coordinators of

,

a cbmplex course. They suggested that a more carefully designed pre-,

course instruction for site coordinators be planned to assist them in

Are effectively fulfillingtheir roles.

Regarding the class sessions, one recurring comment received from

the participants on the IFQ and from the site coordinators on the'SR was

that there was too much to see and do each day.. The participants often

did not like the amount of work that was expected from them in terms of

pre-program preparation, laboratory sessions andlhomework. -Perhas some

of the work load could be cut so that these activities would support only

the key iksues of the video programs and not try to expand upon them. A

o

recommendation made was.to have more class meetings and do less atreacn

meeting.

With regard to the videotaped programs the reader will'recall

that the data from the TLQ (Table 7) indicated that the fOur lowest-

"r

rated, programs were programs 3, 5, 6 and '9. These data were compared with

comments made.by Paul LeVeque, producer-director of the DPRI TV programs.

It was his feeling, based on a production/technical viewpoint,
o

that programs three (Standardized Tests), six (Prescriptive Instructional

Systems)', and nine (Word Recogniti n) contained content that was hard toy
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visualize in an exciting and attention-holding manner (see Appendix A,

Item A). He also felt that while program five (Miscue Analysis) contained

much new and complex material, its low rating (see Table 7) was due in

part to the loss of the seminar that,was to follow the broadcast of

program five (see Table 3). The seminar was to further explain the use

of the Miscue Analysis , /'and the program was insufficient without the

seminar,
,

Mr. LeVeque offered some suggestions as to why some programs

were rated high. Programs two (Informal Tests), eight' (Reading Readiness

and Beginning Reading), ten (Vocibulary),,eleven (Comprehension), and

twelve (The Total Reading Program) contained practical, useful information;

and, the infoi4mationpresented contained many classroom film segments

showing Appalachian chers at work. He felt that the teachers in the

14DPRI course found app ied thtopics at were illustrated with classroom

scenes to be the most
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APPENDIX A

Item A

DPRI Course Content and Objectives

The topics and objectives for each of the twelve programs are:

PROGRAM 1 - DPRI INTRODUCTION

Identify reading sub-skills

II. Identify the parts of'the diagnostic-prescriptive reading
instruction model

III. Realize the importance of early diagnosis and correction of reading
problems

az)

PROGRAMH2,- INFORMAL READING TESTS

I. Recognize the advantage of informal reading tests

II. Interpret the results of informal reading tests

III. Identify the sequence of activities involved in constructing
an informal reading,' nventory

.
The Potter and Rae book, Informal Reading Diagnosis, will be used.

PROGRAM 3 - STANDARDIZED TESTS

I. Identify the procedures necessary for,effective administration of
standardized tests

II. Interpret the results of standardized tests .

III. Recognize the strengths and limitations of standardized tests

The Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I and II and the Murphy-
Durrell Reading Readiness Analysis will be used.

I
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PROGRAM 4 - WORD RECOGNITION TESTS

I. Interpret the results of the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill

Development: Word Attack

II. Connect diagnosis to the instructional materials

III. Identify the the ''sequence of activities involved in going through'
a complete test -teach -test instructional cycle using the WDRSD: WA

The Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development: Word Attack

will be used

PROGRAM 5 - MISCUE ANALYSIS

I. Identify and do the sequence of activities involved in administering
the reading miscue inventory

II. Categorize reading miscues

III. Compile the results of the reading miscue inventory on coding sheet

The Reading Miscue Inventory will be used

PROGRAM 6 - PRESCRIPTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS

I. Translate test results into words (descriptors) that can be used
to find materials in the retrieval systems

I. Identify the sequence of steps in the process of,materials selection

III. Determine which descriptors are most appropriate for each student

IV. Recognize the strengths and limitations of different retrieval systems

The Select Ed and the Texas Retrieval Systems will be used

PROGRAM 7 - DPRI MANAGEMENT

I. Identify several, patterns of grouping

II. Assess 0e strengths and limitations of grouping patterns

III. Determine the most appropriate grouping pattern in a given situation

IV. Recognize reasons for using a grouping pattern in a given situation
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10f PROGRAM 8 - READING READINESS AND BEGINNING READING

I. Identify activities used to teach reading readiness and beginning
reading

II. List advantages and disadvantages of the activities

III. Determine which activity is most appropriate for a given situation

The Teaching of Reading..wi11 serve as a resource for programs 8-11

PROGRAM 9 - WORD RECOGNITION

I. Identify activities used to teach word identification

II. List advantages and disadvantages of the activities

III. Determine which activity is most appropriate for a given situation

PROGRAM 10 - VOCABULARY

I. Identifyactivities used to teach vocabulary

II. Lift advantages and disadvantages of the activities

III. Determine which activity is most appropriate for a given situation

PROGRAM 11 - COMPREHENSION

I. Identify question strategies used to teach comprehension

II. Write questions to stimulate student responses in various categories
(i.e. knowledge, translation, etc.)

III.40110termine the most appropriate question strategy for a given situation

PROGRAM 12 - THE TOTAL READING PROGRAM

I. Identify ways to encourage parental participation in reading programs

II. Determine ways to integrate trade a d library books in diagnostic-

prescriptive reading instruction

III. Recognize the strengths and limitations of DPRI

IV. Determine ways to implement diagnostic-prescriptive reading

instruction in a total reading program
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Item B

The Pre-Program Preparation, Laboratory (Ancillary) Activities and

Follow-up Activities for each DPRI Program

PROGRAM 1 - DPRI INTRODUCTION

I. Pre-program Preparation

A. None

II: Ancillary Activities

A. Materials needed

1. Example list of problems

B. Activities

1. List problems you have in teaching reading

III. FollOw-up Activities

A. None

PROGRAM 2 - INFORMAL READING TESTS

I. Pre-program Preparation for Program 2, informal Reading Tests

)4e Materials needed

1. Informal Reading Diagnosis, Potter and Rae
2. How-to Judge Readability of Books, Tape Transcript

3. How to Judge Readability of Books, Student's Workbook

4. "Creating Questions for Informal Reading Inventories"

5. "Question Strategies for Teaching Reading as Reasoning"
6. Informal Reading Inventory, sample by Rizk

7. Interest Inventory
8. The Teaching of Reading, Dallman
9. Pre-program Generalization Sheet

B. Activities

1. Read Informal Reading Diagnosis
2. Read How to Judge.Readability of Books,.Tape Transcript

3. Read How to Judge Readability of Books, Student's Workbook

4. Read "Creating Questions for Informal Reading Inventories'

5. ReadlQestion Strategies for Teaching Reading as Reasoning"

to:
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.6. Read the Informil Re ding Inventory, sample by. Rizk

7. Read the Interest In ntory

8. Optional: Read Chapters 1 and-2 in The Teaching of Reading

9.- Complete Pre-program'Generalization Sheet

II. Ancillary 'Activities

A. MSterials needed

1. Informal Reading Diagnosis, Potter and Rae

2. How to Judge Readability of Bo*, Tape Transcript
3. How to Judge. Readability of Boas, Student's Workbook
4% "Creating Questions for Informal Reading Inventorie0.
5. "Question Strategies for Teaching Reading as Reasoning"

6. "Informal Reading Tests"
7. Informal Reading Inventory, sample by4dz(
8. Interest Inventory

B. Activities

1. Construct an Informal Reading Inventory
2. Construct an Informal Test for diagnosing a skill

III. Follow=up Activities

A. Materials needed

1. Informal Reading- Inventory

2. IRI Record Sheet
3. Inform'al Skill Test

B. Activities
ti

1. Administer Formal Reading Inventory to elementary student

2_ Administer Informal Skill Test to elementary student

PROGRAM 3 - STANDARDIZED TESTS

I. Pre-program Preparation

A. Materials needed

1. Murphy-Durell Reading Readiness Analysis, (MDRRA) Specimen Set

2. Stanford Achievement Test Level I (SAT-I) Specimen Set

3. Stanford Achievement Test Level II (SAT-II) Specithen Set

4. Pre-program Generalization Sheet
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B. Activities

1. Read the Administrator's Manual for MDRRA andlthe
Accompanying student test booklet

2. Read the Administrator's Manual for SAT-I and II, and
accompanying student test booklets

3. Read Norms Booklets for SAT-I and II
4. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet

II. Ancillary Activities

A. Materials needed

1. urphy-Durrell Reading Readiness Analysis (MDRRA)
. Specimen Set

2. Stanford Achievement Test, Reading Tests, (SAT-I)
Level I, Specimen Set

3. Stanford Achievement Test, Reading Tests, (SAT-II)
Le p4 II, Specimen Set

B. Activities

1. Administer either MDRRA or SATRT to partner
2. Complete score tables for MDRRA and SATRT I and II

III. Follow-up Activities

A. Materials needed V

1. MDRRA or SAT-I or SAT-II
2. Read "Measurement Terms For Classroom Teachers"
3. Read "A Glossary of Measurement Terms"

PROGRAM 4- WORD RECOGNITIO1 TTS

I. Pre-program Preparation

A. Materials -needed

1. Teacher's Planning Guide; Word Attack, Wisconsin.
Design for Reading Skill Development

2. es m n s ra ors 'anua s, eves A, B,"C, D;
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development

3. Test Booklets, Levels A, B, C, D; Wisconsin Tests of
Reading Skill Development; Word Attack

. 4. Pre-progpm Generalization Sheet
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B. Activities

1. Read the Teacher's Planning Guide; Word Attack,
Wisconsin Design

2. Read the Administratdr's Manuals, Levels A, B, C, D;
Wiscoftin Design1 Word Attack

3. Read the Test Booklets, Levels A, B, C, D; Wisconsin
Design; Word Attack

4. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet.

II. Ancillary Activities

A. Materials needed 0

1. The Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development:
Word Attack (WDRSD: WA)) SpecimeWSet plus Manual

2. Skill Development Guidelines; Levels A, B, C, D

R. Activities
. 1. Read Guideline for appropriate level

a. Test-teach-test classrOom partner using WDRSD: WA

III. Follow-up Activities

A. Materials needed

' 1. WDRSD: WA

B. Activities

1. Administer WDRSD: WA to elementary (K-3) student
2.' Outline appropriate materials'you would use to teach a skill

PROGRAM 5 - MISCUE ANALYSIS

I.- Pre-program Preparation

A. Materials needed

1. Readin. Miscue Inventor Manual, Goodman and Burke
2. e 1174312REAM i., Pa man

3. Pre:program.Generalization Sheet

B. Activities

1. Read the. Reading Miscue Inventory Manual

2. Optional: Read Chapters 3, 9A, 9B in The Teaching of
Reading

3. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet

2!)
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II. Ancillary Activities
o

A. Materials needed

1. The Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development: Word

. Attack (WDRSD: WA), Specimen Set plus Manual
2. Skill Development Guidelines;Levels A, B, C;''D

B. Activities .

1. Read Guideline for appropriate level
2. Test-teach-test classroom partner using WDRSD: WA

III. Follow-up Activities

A. Materials needed'

1. WDRSD: WA

ctivities

1. Administer WDRSD:' WA to elementab (K-3) stuOent
2. Outline appropriate` materials you would use to teach

a skill

PROGRAM 5 - READING MISCUE

I. Pre-program Preparation

A. Materials needed

1. Reading Miscue Inventory Manual, Goodman and Burke

2. The Teaching of Reading. Dallmain

3. Pre-program Generalization Sheet

B. 1. Read the Reading Miscue Inventory Manual.

2. Optional: Read Chapters 3, 9A, 9B in The Teaching of

o Reading
3. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet

II...Ancillary Activities

A. Materials needed

1. Reading Miscue Inventory Manual
2. Blank Selection Worksheet
3. Guideline Selection Worksheet

4. Retelling Outline
5. Guideline Retelling Outline
6. Blank Coding Sheet
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7. Guideline Coding Sheet
8.. Synopsis of coding sheet answers
9. Blank reader profile

10. Guideline, reader profile

Activities

1. Listen to tape and mark selection worksheet
2. Listen to tape and mark retelling outline

3. Complete coding sheet
4. Complete reader profile

i III. Follow-up Activities (Optional)

A. Materials needed

1. Selection Worksheet (student constructed)

2. Retelling Outline
3. Coding Sheet
4. Reader Profile

B. Activities

1. Make selection worksheet
2. Complete retelling outline for your selection

3. Administer your RMI to elementary-student

4. Code and profile results

R

PROGRAM 6 - PRESCRIPTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS

I. Pre-program Preparation

A. Materials needed

1. The Teaching of Reading, Dallman
2. Thesaurus, Select Ed

3. Thesaurus, Texas Retrieval

41? Pre-program Generalization Sheet

B. Activities

1. Read Chapter 17 in The Teaching of Reading

2. Read Thesaurus, Select Ed

3. Read _Thesaurus, Texas Retrieval

4. Complete_ Pre-program'Generalitation.Sheet
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II. Ancillary Abtivities

A. 'Materials needed

1. Description of PMRS
2. Six case studies
3. Thesaurus-Select Ed
4. Thesaurus-Texas Retrieval System
5. Sample Synthesis Form for Wayne
6. Sample Retrieval Request Form for Wayne

7. Synthesis Forms (2)
8. Retrieval Request Forms (2)

B. Activities

1. Read Description of PMRS

2.. Translate test results from two case studies into descriptors
and that can be used to find materials in the retrieval systems

. 13. Compare your retrieval selections with those'provided

6

III. Follow-up Activities

A. Materials needed

1. Test results,. for .your student

2. Thesaurus-Select Ed
3. Thesaurus-Texas Retrieval System
4. Retrieval Request Forms

B. Activities

1. Translate test results for your elementary student into
',descriptors that can be used to find materials in the

retrieval systems
Make out a request form like Wayne's and,give to site
coordipator to send to the RCC

PROGRAM 7 - DPRI MANAGEMENT

I. Pre-program Preparation

A. Materials needed

1. The.Teachinq of Reading, Dallman
2. Pre-program Generalization Sheet

3. Example independent activity

Actiiities

1.. Read Chapter 13 in The Teaching of Reading'.

2. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet
3. Prepai-e an independent activity to share with class#



/ jI. ,An411ary Activities

4. Materials needed

75

1. Your handout of an independent activity
4

p. Activities

1. Discuss one of the five decision making questions with
your partner

2. Discuss with the class the advantages and disadvantages
of the various grouping patterns

3.. Discuss with the class independent activities which can
be used while you are working with a group and then
exchange handouts

411

III. Follow-up ACtivities,

A. Materials needed

1. Description of Sinclairville reading program

2. Example "My Grouping Pattern Problem"

. Activities k

1. Read the description of the-Sinclairville reading program
2. Briefly describe the class you had this past school year

and show how you grouped them for instruction. Then.
make suggestions on how you would change your grouping
patterns if you had the same group next year.

'PROGRAM 8 7 READINESS AND BEGINNING INSTRUCTION

4

I. Pre-program Preparation

A. Materials needed

1./The,Teaching of Reading, Dallman
-2. Pre- program Generalization SWeet
3. Example activity for readiness and beginning reading

B. Activities

1. Read Chapters.4A d 4B in The Teaching of Reading

2. Complete Pre-p ra Generalization Sheet

3. Prepate handout Of echnique Used for teaching a

readiness and, begin ing,reading aotivity

ti

4";,,r'V

fl
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II. Ancillary Activities
/

A. Materialsneeded

1. Your handout of activity for teaching-a readiness or
begin ing reading skill

B. Activities

G
1. The five class member s-for Program 8 rep t on their°

activities r
2. Class members exchange their handouts

III. Follow-up Activities

,A. Materials needed

1. Suggested activities by classmates
2. Example summary of readiness. activity

B. Activities

1. Read the suggested activities
2. Do one of the'readiness activities with your K-3 student

and write brief summary of the strengths and weaknes es
of the skill activity

PROGRAM 9,-'WORD RECOGNITION STRATEGIES

I. Pre-program Preparation

A. Materialsneeded

1. \The Teaching of Reading, Dallman

2. Pre-program Generalization Sheet
3., Example activity for word recognition skill

)ktivities

4

'1. Read Chapters 5A-, 5B,, and 15 in The Teaching og.Reading-

%2. CompletePre-program Generalization Sheet' :
.,

3. Prepare handobt of technique used for teAbing aoword
recognition skill-

4 ,f
TI. Acilfary Activities

A. Materials needed

tb. '

1.',,Your handout of activity .fo
, recognition skill

eaching a, word Q.b
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B. Activities

A

1. Discuss in class the advantages and disadvant ges of
these five approaches to word recognition: p nics,

gaming; patterning, Distar, and Fernald
2. The five class members for Program 9 report on their

activities'
3. Class members exeharige handouts

III. Follow-up Activities.,

A. Materials needed

1. Suggested activities by classmates
2. Suggested games by MontgomerY
3. 'Fernald Approach summary
4. Example summary 'of word recognition activity

B. Activities

1. Read the4uggested activities .

2. Read the suggested games byMontgomery
3. Read the Fernald Approach summary
4. Do one of the word recognition activities with your

K-3 student and write brief summary-reaction of the
skill activity

PROGRAM 10 - VOCABULARY

Pre-program Preparation

A. Materials needed

1. "Activities for Increasing Hearing and Speaking
Vocabularies," Wise

2. "Stimulate Read4ng With a Dictionary," Miller
3. "Vocabulary Development in The Primary Grades," Bdugere
4. Pre-program*Generalization Sheet
5. Example activity for vocabulary skill

Activities

1. Read "Activities for Increasing Hearing and Speaking
6t

Vocabularies".
2. Read "Stimulate Reading With a Dictionary"

3. Read "Vocabulary Development in The Primary Grades"

4. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet
5. Prepare handout of techniques used for teaching vocabulary

D
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II, Ancillary Activities

A. Materials needed

1. Your handout of an activity for teaching vocabulary

B. Activities

1. The five class members for Program 10 report on their
activities

2. Class members exchange their handouts

III. Follow-up Activities

A. Materials needed

1. Suggested activities by classmates
2.. Example summary of vocabulary activity

B. Activities

1. Read the suggested activities
2. Do one of the vocabulary activities with your K -3

student and write brief summary

PROGRAM 11 - COMPREHENSION

I. Pre-program Preparation

A. Materials needed

1. "Question Strategies for Teaching Reading As Reasoning"
Eberwein (See Program 2, Ancillary Materials)

2. The Teaching of Reading, Dallman
3. Pre-program Generalization Sheet
4. Example activity for comprehension skill

. Activities

I. Reread "Question Strategies for Teaching Reading As
Reasoning". Choose short passage and develop comprehension

questions.
2. Read. Chapters 6A and 6B in The Teaching of Reading

3. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet

4. Prepare handout of technique used or teaching a

comprehension skill
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II. Ancillary Activities

A. Materials needed

1. Your comprehension passage and questions
2. Your handout of an activity for teaching comprehension

B. Activities

1. Read partnerts comprehension passage and questions and
write brief critique of the questions

2. The five class members for Program report on theil"

activity
3. Class members exchange their handouts

III. Follow-up Activities

A. Materials needed
43.

1. Suggested activities by classmates
2. Summary of activity for comprehension

B. Activities

1. Read the suggested activities
2. Do one of the comprehension activities with your K-3

student and write a brief summary-reaction of a ski41
activity .

PROGRAM 12- THE TOTAL READING PROGRAM

I. Pre-Rrogram Preparation

A. Materials needed

1. The Teaching of Reading, Dallman
2. "Parent Assists to the School Reading Program"

3. Pre-program Generalization Sheet

B. Adtivities

1. Read Chapters 16 and 17 in The Teaching of Reading
2. Read "Parent Assists to the School Reading Program"

. 3. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet)

r
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II.' Ancillary Activities

A. Mkterials needed

1. How I Would Change My Reading Program, example

1. Write a short report describing your reading program
last yearoand alternatives for'teaching reading this year.

B. Activities

III. Follow-up Activities

A. None

0

6
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APPENDIX B

Appendix B contains tables of item means for all of the instruments

reported on in the text. In each table, individual items and a paraphrasing

of the item wordings are included. On the actual instruments some of the

items were phrased negatively. In the tables, the phrasing of the items

has been changed and the means. have been reversed to allow, for the correct

interpretation of the ratings. In the col4mns of these tables are the

DPRI programs. The item means are in the body of the tables. The means

were obtained by averaging over the number of individuals who responded to

each item. For each table, except Tables C and E, statistical tests, were

run to determine which program means for each item were significantly

higher or lower than the other program means. For Tables A and D contrasts

were computed that compared one mean against the combined mean for the

remaining means on that item. For Table B, t-tests on successive pairs

for each item were run. For Table F, Tukey - HSD tests.on successive

pairs of means wetly run for each item.
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TABLE B

ITEM MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR IFQ: DRPI COURSE

Item
Program Numbers

1 - 5

8('Sem'l

6 - 9
& Sem 2

10 - 12
& Sem 3

0

1. Pre-Pro9ram preparation compared Mean 3.72 3.58 3.79

to 'work assigned in other s.d. .86 ..92- .96

graduate classes N 184 233 252

2.. TV Program compared to a Mean 3.47* 3.86 3.97*

graduate lecture s.d. 1.10 .91 .95

N, 158 233 252

3. Four-Channel Audio compared to Mean 3.60 3.57 3.53

class quizzes followed by a . s.d. 1.12 1.19 1.23

discussion of the answers N. 143. 233 252

4. Laboratory activities compared Mean 3.81 3.70 .3.80

to laboratory activities in
,-

's.d.- .89- .89 .97

other graduate classes ",N. 181 233 252

. .

5. On-site reference materials Man. 4.10 4:00 4.08

compared to materials Olaced on s.d. -b.94 .90 .90

reserve by ()flier graduate,. = N 181 233 252

. instructors . -.' ,

6. Retrieval sysiems materials

,

Mean , -3.81 3.91 3.75

. compared to materials used to

.,

hplp spttents A

's.d.

N

.92:,

142

- .95
,191

1;23
222

7. trelevised,lnieractive seminars Mean 3.40 3.44.\ 3.59

-compare4^ to graduate seminars s ..d . 1.05 1.02 1.10

and claS's Osucssions ' 4 N , 113 198 222

8. 41 Homework assignmehts compared Mean. 3.61 '3.58 3.76

to other gra_duate Classes
:

s,d. .99 .99,.- 1.11

: ' . 4.
,fl 165 192 222

0
. '7

9.,: Unit tests compared ,to instruc- Mean 3.82 3,59 3.88
tot made tests, in other graduate s.d. .81 .94 :93
cla'sses N l65 193 222

*t-test_between these two
r

ns -%;!ias 1.457, this is significant at,. 0
level.

Note: 5-point Likert scale 1 =,unacceptable

'77flor)

5 outstanding_
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TABLE E

MEAN RATINGS ON ISUSQ: DPRI COURSE
(N =236.)

Item ( . Mean,

1. The Select-Ed training package adequately explained the
use of this information system. , 4.11

2. The Texas Computer Retrieval System toilining package
adequately explained the-use-of this information system.

3. I feel that-the information request form for the Select-
Ed information was,clear in itsformat.

4. I feel that the information request form for the Texas
Computer Retrieval System information was clear in its
format.

5. I feel that it did not take too long to receive information
from the Select-Ed system.

3.90

4.11'

3.87

3:09'

. L feel that it did not -take too long to receive information
from the Texas Computer Retrieval System. 3.01

7. The Select-Ed information search provided me with the
information I wanted. 3.35

8. The Texas Computer Retrieval SysteM information search
provided me with the information I.wanted.' ,3.30

9. The Select-Ed information system gave me more information
than I expected. -/ 2.97

10. The Texas Computer Retrieval System information system
gaveme more Wormation than .I expected. 3.05

11. The Select-Ed information system was easy to use. , 3.80

12. The Texas Computer Retrieval System'information system
42 was easy to use. . 3.57,

13. The information received from the Select -Ed information.
system was easy to interpret. 3.34

. . ,,

14. The information received from the Texas Computer Retrieval' -2

System information system was easy to interpret. 3.28.



'ABLE E -- CONTINUED

tem Moz

15. The Select-Ed information system provided me with useful
information. 3.44.

16. The Texas Computer Retrieval System provided me with
useful information." 3.36

17. The Select -Ed information systemhis well wdrth.the time
and effort'it tuft to use it.

18. The Texas Computer Retrieval System informatiOn'system'is
well worth the time and.effoet it took-to-use it.

,19. I received conflicting information frorif the different
information'systeMs.

If the Seleci7Ed informatiOn system were available to me,
in my school system, I would use it.

21. If the Texas Computer Retrieval System fnformation system
were available to me,,in my school system, I would use it.

22. I feel that the Select-Ed information system as exereMely

peneficial.to me as a teacher:

23.,. I feerthattbe Texas ComoUter Retrieval System information-
systeMis extremely benefiNal tome as a teacher.

24. I would recommend the Select -Ed inforMation Syttem to my

. --fellow teachers. -

25. I would recommend the Texas Computer Retrieval SyStem
informatton,system to my fellow teachees.

Mean for Select-Et

ileanjor Texas'Computer Retrieval System

3.51

3.45

2.72

4.3

4.16

4:07

3.86"

4.13

3.91

3.69

/3

SG

Note:. 5 -point Likert scale 1 = strongly disagree, 5 1,trooly agree
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TABLE F

MEAN RATINGS ON SQ: DPRI COURSE

,,o. .

'

e
.

.

Overall
Item
Mean .

.

1. Pretapdd films valuable supplement
to course material.

2. Seminar presenters did provide
adequate question responses.

.3: Questions sent in were valuable in
.

highlighting issues. .

4. gany important questioni-on topic
were raised. . -,

5. Sufficient opportunity to contribute
questions.

. .
5. Adequate time allowed for preparation

and transmission of questibils.

2-..,
,

;

. Seminar discussion interesting. `,

8. Seminar.presentation was well

-organized.. f
9. Seminar discussants expressed .

themselves c/early. a

10.- Presenters expert.in content areas.

11 Seminar helped to better Understand_,
. _course. . .

12. Seminar compares,favorably to on-
site seminar. ,

. ,.. .

13. Got more out of seminar than
pEstapd Iesons.

14. Nevi material was introduced in

the seminar.- . 1
q

2,3
3.41

2

3-.63

4, 01

3

2.85- J

14.30

2,3

14.11

3

3.88

3

4. CV

, 3

14. C4

2

-14./47

2,3

3.52

2.%

2,59

2-.98

1.

3.83

2

3.70
3

3.89

-

2,93

14.1414

1

14.14C

3

3,9"0

.,3,

4.18

3
3.93

1,3,,,

4.M
t

1'

3,8C

2,95

2.42

2.1\C-i

*

1,2

4.14

'2

4.21

. .1

3.5

4.47
1

14'37

1,2

14.27

1,2

4.43

.1,2

4.37'
N.

2

4.5C

1

14, C4

_

2;95-

2.44

3.29

:

3,62

3,83

14 04,

2.1991

4.41

14.3 0

..14t 02

4.23

4.13

4.38'.,

3,81'

2.96-

2.48

.3.13:
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-TABLE F CONTINUED

- b

. s.''

. ,d Overal
Item . . ..-

(

Item

.
' .

Meah

O
.

15. Opportunity to gen&ate questions most .

valuable aspect of seminar. vi 3%73 3.63 3,79 3 /
Q.

3 1 /

16. Time for seminar not top skirt. 3.7-C '3.88 3.99 3,85

17 This was a good time in course
sequence for seminar. . 3.8 34.83 4. C8 .3.93

18. Wish more of televised lessons -

were seminars. -
.2,8,4 2.65 2.73 2.73 ...

19. Seminar presenters were aware of . 3 3 1,2
actual classroom and 'community problems.3,53 3,73 4, 19 3,82

20. Did have a good grasp of new material 2,3 1 1'

presented in this seminar. 2.82 3,76 3.54 3.53

21. Film sections of 'seminar better
than discussion sections. 722.72 2 . 1 * 2.66

Number'of subjects .

i
194- 211'' 219

Superscripts associated with a given seminar mean indicate the other

sethinar means that differ significantly 1p < .06) by Tukeye.-HSD test.
.

,

*No,pretaped segments used in seminar/3.

Note: 5-point Likert scale 1 rongly disagree -- 5 = :,,strq<ng,1y agree.

-4
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